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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to an Amendment filed December 11, 2008. Claims 1,3-5,17,21- 
31 are currently pending of which claims 21-31 are new. Any rejection not set forth below has been 
overcome by the current Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,3-5,17,21-24,27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a)as being unpatentable over 
Matheny et al. (US 2002/0161883), herein referred to as Matheny, and further in view of Goringe et al. 
(US 2003/0046427), herein referred to as Goringe. 

As per claim 1 , Matheny discloses a network management system for discovering information 
about a network, as claimed, comprising: 

a plurality of nodes (see Fig. 1 [110], showing a plurality of network devices (i.e. nodes)); 

plural discovery agents on said nodes adapted to discover information concerning said network 
(see paragraph 8, describing a number of discovery agents to perform a coordinated network discovery 
for network [1 00]); 

each of said discovery agents having an associated discovery capability (see paragraph 17, 
describing how the agents have capabilities such as attributes of the agents, calls that the agents 
supports that are defined in a capability matrix, and different discovery agents may perform discovery 
operations using different techniques, and may collect different types of data (see paragraph 11)); 

each of said discovery agents having an associated discovery assignment (see paragraph 19, 
describing how a discovery operation is initiated by a network manager wherein the request may include 
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requested data types and designate an address range or subnets for discovery and the discovery request 
may be compared to the available capabilities defined by the capability matrix for the agent); and 

collectively, said agent discovery assignments being a subset of said agent discovery capabilities 
(see paragraph 19, since the request includes an assignment that is compared to the available 
capabilities, it is implied that the assignment may not use the entire capability of the agent, for example 
the assignment may be to discover a certain range of addresses that is a subset of the range of 
addresses that the agent is capable of discovering); 

said agent discovery capabilities being overlapping (see paragraph 19, describing how more than 
one agent can be capable of performing the requested discovery request). 

Although the system disclosed by Matheny shows substantial features of the claimed invention 
(discussed above), it fails to disclose said discovery assignments being non-overlapping, such that no 
network device is discovered more than once by different discovery agents seeking the same information, 
one or more agents are not permitted to perform full discovery of information due to one or more other 
discovery agents being assigned to discover the same information and no duplicate discovery information 
is generated. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Matheny, as evidenced by Goringe. 

In an analogous art, Goringe discloses a system for discovering a topology of a distributed 
processing network that includes a first topology discovery agent configured to contact a first set of 
routers and a second topology discovery agent configured to contact a second set of routers (see 
Abstract). Goringe further discloses discovery assignments being non-overlapping, such that no network 
device is discovered more than once by different discovery agents seeking the same information, one or 
more agents are not permitted to perform full discovery of information due to one or more other discovery 
agents being assigned to discover the same information and no duplicate discovery information is 
generated (see paragraph 43, describing how the system maintains a number of listings (outstanding, 
finished, etc) to avoid duplication of computational effort during topology discovery (i.e. implying seeking 
the same information if the goal is to not have duplication of computational effort) so that interfaces that 



Application/Control Number: 10/666,046 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2453 

have been contacted do not need to be contacted again implying one or more agents not permitted to 
perform full discovery of information because they limit their full discovery to avoid duplication and non- 
overlapping discovery assignments so that no network device is discovered more than once by different 
agents and no duplicate discovery information is generated). 

Given the teaching of Goringe, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Matheny by employing non-overlapping 
discovery assignments, such as disclosed by Goringe, in order to avoid duplication of computational 
effort. 

As per claim 3, Matheny further discloses that the agent discovery assignments are based on 
said discovery capabilities of different discovery agents and a determination of which discovery agents 
having overlapping discovery capabilities are most fit to receive said agent discovery assignments (see 
paragraph 19, where the agents are picked based on the capabilities according to a matrix, i.e. the most 
fit agents are picked to receive the discovery assignments). 

As per claim 4, Matheny further discloses that the agent discovery assignments reflect one or 
more data collection service registrations in which a network manager in said system registers with said 
plurality discovery agents, to receive specified discovery information agents cost to obtain network 
information, load balancing among said plural discovery agents, and assignment churn (see paragraph 
17, describing registration operation for registering agents for data collection). 

As per claim 5, Matheny further discloses that agent discovery assignments comprise one or both 
of inband and outband discovery assignments (see paragraph 11). 

As per claim 17, Matheny-Goringe disclose a network discovery agent for use in a data storage 
network, as claimed, comprising: 

a processing node (see Matheny paragraph 8); 

discovery capability logic determining and providing agent discovery capability information to a 
requestor, said agent discovery capability information being a subset of all discovery information 
obtainable by said agent (see Matheny paragraph 19, describing a requestor (i.e. network manager) 
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requesting a discovery request and checking the capability of agents that can satisfy the desired 
discovery request); and 

discovery query logic implementing discovery queries based on agent discovery assignment 
information determined from said capability information (see Matheny paragraph 19, where the discovery 
queries are performed based on the agents that were qualified to perform the discovery); and 

said agent discovery capability overlapping the discovery capability of one or more other network 
discovery agents and said discovery queries utilizing non-overlapping discovery assignments relative to 
said other discovery agents, such that no network device is discovered more than once by different 
discovery agents seeking the same information said discovery agent performs discovery of some 
information that said other discovery agents are not permitted to obtain and no duplicate discovery 
information is generated (see Goringe paragraph 43, showing how duplication of computational effort is 
avoided implying seeking the same information but only having certain agents cover a certain area to 
avoid duplication and some agents are not permitted to obtain certain information that is already obtained 
to avoid duplication). 

As per claim 21 , Matheny further discloses that the agent discovery assignments for one or more 
of said discovery agents are a subset of said discovery capabilities of said one or more discovery agents 
(see paragraph 19, since the request includes an assignment that is compared to the available 
capabilities, it is implied that the assignment may not use the entire capability of the agent, for example 
the assignment may be to discover a certain range of addresses that is a subset of the range of 
addresses that the agent is capable of discovering). 

As per claim 22, Matheny-Goringe fails to particularly disclose that one or more of said discovery 
agents are capable of discovering said information from said network device but are given no discovery 
assignment at all. However, In re Karlson renders the claim obvious by eliminating elements and its 
function. At the time of the invention, one or ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to give 
some agents no discovery assignment at all even though they are capable of discovering information 
because another agent could have potentially covered the same area and since Goringe is concerned 



Application/Control Number: 10/666,046 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2453 

with avoiding duplication, one of the agents could be given no assignment at all to avoid duplication with 
another agent that is given the same assignment. 

As per claim 23, Matheny further discloses that the agent discovery assignments are based on 
said discovery capabilities being processed by a network manager and each discovery agent's discovery 
assignment being stored at said discovery agent for subsequent reference (see paragraph 19 and 20). 

As per claim 24, Matheny further discloses that the agent discovery assignments are based on an 
input listing of said discovery agents, the network devices they are capable of discovering and a cost to 
discover each network device, and an output listing of said discovery agents and the network devices and 
discovery agents are assigned to discover (see paragraphs 17,19-21). 

As per claim 27, Matheny further discloses that he discovery agents are configured to conduct 
agent capability queries in response to capability polls requested by a network manager (see paragraph 
19). 

As per claim 28, Matheny further discloses that the agent capability queries seek a minimal 
subset of information required to effect calculation of said agent discovery assignments (see paragraph 
19). 

As per claim 29, Matheny further discloses that each of the discovery agents is configured to 
implement a full discovery query that returns a complete information hierarchy identifying all levels of 
discoverable entities in a path from said agent to all network endpoints reachable by that agent, and to 
further implement said agent capability query that gathers a subset of said complete information hierarchy 
for use in computing said agent assignments (see paragraph 19). 

As per claim 30, Matheny further discloses that the agents are configured to conduct said agent 
capability queries based on said capability polls being issued in response to one or more of a network 
event being detected an agent's discovery capabilities having changed and an agent being added, 
removed or modified (see paragraph 17). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 25-26,31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed December 1 1 , 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

A) Applicant contends that Goringe teaches full discovery capabilities of discovery agents 
should be utilized to perform discovery. 

In considering A), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. The full discovery capabilities of 
the agents are hindered because there is a need to avoid duplicate computational effort. The 
Examiner believes that the agents are not used to their full capability because duplications would 
occur if they are. Instead, the agents don't discover their full capability in order to avoid the 
duplication. Therefore, as long as the agents can potentially discover the same information, but 
do not discover the same information to avoid the duplication, the Examiner believes that it reads 
on the limitations requiring agents seeking the same information and one is not permitted to 
perform full discovery of information due to one or more other discovery agents being assigned to 
discover the same information (to avoid duplication). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to PHILIP J. CHEA whose telephone number is (571 )272-3951 . The examiner can normally 
be reached on M-F 6:30-4:00 (1st Friday Off). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Ario 
Etienne can be reached on 571-272-4001 . The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

Philip J Chea 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2453 

/Philip J Chea/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2453 
2/24/09 

/ARIO ETIENNE/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2457 



